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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-3, 5, 11, 22-23 and 28-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Daniel (US 2004/0033806) in view over Snyder et al. 
(hereinafter) (US 2003/0134631). 

Regarding claim 1, Daniel teaches a method for performance management in a 
cellular mobile packet data network having a plurality of mobile stations linked to a 
plurality of base stations through a plurality of radio channels, the base stations being 
linked to a radio access network, and the radio access network being linked to a 
support node in a packet core network comprising the steps of(Figure 2 and abstract): 

capturing raw traffic traces over standardized interfaces of the operational 
cellular mobile data network(gathered data upward to the resource management unit 
and the resource management unit process the raw data, P[0047]); building a traffic 
and session database by parsing through the traces in order to extract and correlate 
("The resource management unit processes the raw data statistics", P[0047]; Figure 3, 
item 203) each and every user session and user transaction which happened during 
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the measurement period (the flow management level manages the individual flows on 
route to the subscribers, P[0056]); 

defining a set of key performance indicators be used to characterize the 
performance of cells in terms of measurable parameters representative of user 
perceived end-to-end quality of service parameters; and calculating the defined key 
performance indicators("quality of service statistics", Paragraph [0047]); 

calculating the defined key performance indicators, wherein the step of 
calculating the key performance indicators is carried out by using the session and 
traffic database and obtaining a quality of service measure (QoS parameters from at 
least one flow, P[0014]; collects and aggregates QoS statistics over a long period of 
time, therefore, QoS statistics are base on traffic flow, are stored in a database, 
P[0047]; further teaches managing individual flows on route to the subscriber, P[0056]) 

Daniel did not teach specifically the method of calculating the performance 
indicators is carried out by selecting an appropriate subset of the transactions in the 
traffic database. However, Snyder teaches in an analogous art a method of calculating 
the performance indicators is carried out by selecting an appropriate subset of the 
transactions in the traffic database (abstract; "monitoring transactions .. are 
transmitted to a server where it may be analyzed", Paragraph [0039-0041]). Therefore, 
it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to use the 
method wherein the information about each and every user session and user 
transaction which happened during the measurement period calculating the 
performance indicators is carried out by selecting an appropriate subset of the 
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transactions in the traffic database in order to identify network engineering problems 
and provide traffic shaping of the data traffic on the network. 

Regarding claim 2, Daniel teaches the method of claim, wherein the cellular 
mobile packet data network is a GPRS network (GPRS mobile networks, P[0093]). 

Regarding claim 3, Daniel teaches the method of claim, wherein the step of 
capturing raw traffic traces over standardized interfaces of the operational cellular 
mobile data network relates to a Gb trace (item 136 in Figure 2, Paragraph [0044]). 

Regarding claim 5, Daniel teaches the step of capturing raw traffic traces over 
standardized interfaces of the operational cellular mobile data network relates to a a 
Gb and a Gn trace(item 136 in Figure 2 is a Gb trace and item 134 in Figure 2 is a Gb 
trace, P[0044, 0047]). 

Regarding claim 11, Daniel teaches the method, wherein the step of defining a 
set of appropriate key performance indicators comprises a key performance indicator 
measuring WAP object download delay in a specified cell (Abstract). 

Regarding claim 22, Snyder, the step of calculating the performance indicators is 
carried out by calculating the key performance indicator value by summing the given 
Quality of Service measure of the selected individual transactions (abstract, Paragraph 
[0039]). 

Regarding claim 23, Snyder teaches the step of calculating the performance 
indicators is carried out by calculating the key performance indicator value by 
averaging the given Quality of Service measure of the selected individual 
transactions(Paragraph [0040]). 
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Claim 28, 30 are rejected for the same reason as set forth in claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 29,Daniel teaches the system of claim 28, in which monitor 
node comprising a traffic and session database which correlates traffic and mobility 
information extracted from passively captured traces collected from standardized 
interfaces (item 136 and item 134 in Figure 2). 

Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Daniel (US 2004/0033806) in view over Snyder et al. (hereinafter) (US 
2003/0134631) and Bovo et al. (hereinafter Bovo) (US 2003/0148755). 

Regarding claim 4, the combination of Daniel, and Snyder did not teach 
specifically the method, wherein the step of capturing raw traffic traces over 
standardized interfaces of the operational cellular mobile data network relates to a Gb 
Gr trace. However, Bovo teaches in an analogous art the method, wherein the step of 
capturing raw traffic traces over standardized interfaces of the operational cellular 
mobile data network relates to a Gr trace (Paragraph [0018]). Therefore, it would be 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to use the method, 
wherein the step of capturing raw traffic traces over standardized interfaces of the 
operational cellular mobile data network relates to a Gr trace in order to manage 
subscriber activities. 

Claims 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Daniel (US 2004/0033806) in view over Snyder et al. (hereinafter) (US 
2003/0134631) and Satt et al. (hereinafter Satt) (US 2004/0248583). 
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Regarding claim 6, the combination of Daniel and Snyder did not teach 
specifically the method, wherein the step of capturing raw traffic traces over 
standardized interfaces of the operational cellular mobile data network relates to a Gb, 
a Gi and a Remote Authentication Dial-in User Service (RADIUS) trace. However, Satt 
teaches in an analogous art , wherein the step of capturing raw traffic traces over 
standardized interfaces of the operational cellular mobile data network relates to a Gb, 
a Gi and a Remote Authentication Dial-in User Service (RADIUS) trace (Paragraph 
[0068]). Therefore, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to use a method , wherein the step of capturing raw traffic traces over 
standardized interfaces of the operational cellular mobile data network relates to a Gb, 
a Gi and a Remote Authentication Dial-in User Service (RADIUS) trace in order to 
provide traffic shaping of the data traffic on the network. 

Regarding claim 7, Daniel teaches in an analogous art step of capturing raw 
traffic traces over standardized interfaces of the operational cellular mobile data network 
relates to an International Mobile Subscriber identity (IMSI) numbers list (P[0093-0094]). 
Satt further teaches the method, wherein the step of capturing raw traffic traces over 
standardized interfaces of the operational cellular mobile data network relates to an 
encrypted Gb, Gi, RADIUS trace (Satt: Paragraph [0068]). 

Regarding claim 8, Daniel teaches the wherein the step of capturing raw traffic 
traces over standardized interfaces of the operational cellular mobile data network 
relates to a Gn trace (item 134 in Figure 2). The combination of Daniel and Snyder did 
not teach specifically wherein the step of capturing raw traffic traces over standardized 
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interfaces of the operational cellular mobile data network relates to a Gb, a Gi and a 
Remote Authentication Dial-in User Service (RADIUS) trace. However, Satt teaches in 
an analogous art the step of capturing raw traffic traces over standardized interfaces 
of the operational cellular mobile data network relates to a Gb, a Gi and a Remote 
Authentication Dial-in User Service (RADIUS) trace (Paragraph [0068]). Therefore, it 
would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to use the 
wherein the step of capturing raw traffic traces over standardized interfaces of the 
operational cellular mobile data network relates to a Gb, a Gi and a Remote 
Authentication Dial-in User Service (RADIUS) trace in order to provide traffic shaping 
of the data traffic on the network. 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Daniel (US 2004/0033806) in view over Snyder et al. (hereinafter) (US 
2003/0134631), Komandur et al. (hereinafter Komandur) (US 7327708). 

Regarding claim 10, the combination of Daniel and Snyder teaches all the 
particulars of the claim except the step of defining a set of appropriate key performance 
indicators comprises a key performance indicator measuring MMS large message 
download/send rate in a specified cell. However, Komandur teaches in an analogous 
art, the step of defining a set of appropriate key performance indicators comprises a 
key performance indicator measuring MMS large message download/send rate in a 
specified cell (abstract, col. 5, lines 11-34, "network performance monitoring 
information for multimedia services", col. 9, lines 28-35). Therefore, it would be obvious 
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to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to use the method wherein the 
step of defining a set of appropriate key performance indicators comprises a key 
performance indicator measuring MMS large message download/send rate in a 
specified cell in order to control the media delivery on the network. 

Claims 12 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Daniel (US 2004/0033806) in view over Snyder et al. (hereinafter) (US 
2003/0134631) and Jiang et al. (hereinafter Jiang)(US 2002/0044527). 

Regarding claim 12, the combination Daniel and Snyder teaches all the 
particulars of the claim except wherein the step of defining a set of appropriate key 
performance indicators comprises a key performance indicator measuring Web small 
object download time in a specified cell, where the size of a small object is 9-1 1 kbyte. 
However, Jiang teaches in an analogous art the step of defining a set of appropriate 
key performance indicators comprises a key performance indicator measuring Web 
small object download time in a specified cell, where the size of a small object is 9-1 1 
kbyte (Paragraph [0033]). Therefore, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of invention to use the method wherein the step of defining a set of 
appropriate key performance indicators comprises a key performance indicator 
measuring Web small object download time in a specified cell, where the size of a 
small object is 9-1 1 kbyte in order to estimate the performance for channel usage. 

Claim 15 is rejected for the same reason as set forth in claim 12. The applicant is 
providing additional use for the limitation so that one can estimate the performance for 
the POP3, mail down loads. 
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Claim 13, 14 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Daniel (US 2004/0033806) in view over Snyder et al. (hereinafter) (US 
2003/0134631) and Chamaytelli et al. (hereinafter Chamytelli) (SU 2002/0194325). 

Regarding claim 13, the combination of Daniel and Snyder teaches all the 
particulars of the claim except the method, wherein the step of defining a set of 
appropriate key performance indicators comprises a key performance indicator 
measuring Web large object download rate in a specified cell, where the size of a large 
object is larger than 50 kbyte. However, Chamaytelli teaches in an analogous art the 
method, wherein the step of defining a set of appropriate key performance indicators 
comprises a key performance indicator measuring Web large object download rate in a 
specified cell, where the size of a large object is larger than 50 kbyte (Paragraph 
[0041], Figure 5a, 5b). Therefore, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention to use the method wherein the method, wherein the step of 
defining a set of appropriate key performance indicators comprises a key performance 
indicator measuring Web large object download rate in a specified cell, where the size 
of a large object is larger than 50 kbyte in order to estimate the performance for 
channel usage. 

Claims 14 and 16 are rejected for the same reason as set forth in claim 13. The 
applicant is providing additional use for the limitation so that one can estimate the 
performance for the POP3, mail down loads. 
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Claims 17-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Daniel (US 2004/0033806) in view over Snyder et al. (hereinafter) (US 
2003/0134631) and Sen et al. (hereinafter Sen) (US 6208620). 

Regarding claim 17, the combination Daniel and Snyder teaches all the 
particulars of the claim except the step of defining a set of appropriate key performance 
indicators comprises a key performance indicator measuring end-to-end achievable 
throughput in a specified cell. However, Sen teaches in an analogous art, the step of 
defining a set of appropriate key performance indicators comprises a key performance 
indicator measuring end-to-end achievable throughput in a specified cell (col. 2, lines 
9-15). Therefore, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to use the method wherein the step of defining a set of appropriate key 
performance indicators comprises a key performance indicator measuring end-to-end 
achievable throughput in a specified cell in order to improve the TCP performance. 

Regarding claim 18, Sen teaches the method, wherein the calculation of key 
performance indicator measuring end-to-end achievable throughput in a specified cell 
comprises the steps of: calculating total inbound traffic of the user, including other 
transactions, between the first data packet of the particular TCP connection and the 
acknowledgement of the last data packet of the particular TCP connection: dividing the 
total inbound traffic (byte count) by the time elapsed between the first and last inbound 
data packet (col. 2, lines 9-15; col. 2, lines 51-56). 
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Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Daniel (US 2004/0033806) in view over Snyder et al. (hereinafter) (US 
2003/0134631) and Johnson et al (hereinafter Johnson) (US 2003/0237016). 

Regarding claim 19, the combination of Daniel and Snyder teaches all the 
particulars of the claim except the step of defining a set of appropriate key performance 
indicators comprises a key performance indicator measuring the rate of TCP 
connections and stalled periods in a specified cell. However, Johnson teaches in an 
analogous art, the step of defining a set of appropriate key performance indicators 
comprises a key performance indicator measuring the rate of TCP connections and 
stalled periods in a specified cell (paragraph [0033]).Therefore, it would be obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to use step of defining a set of 
appropriate key performance indicators comprises a key performance indicator 
measuring the rate of TCP connections and stalled periods in a specified cell in order 
to improve the TCP performance. 

Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Daniel (US 2004/0033806) in view over Snyder et al. (hereinafter) (US 
2003/0134631) and Yokoyma (US 2004/0243715). 

Regarding claim 20, the combination of Daniel and Snyder teaches all the 
particulars of the claim except the step of defining a set of appropriate key performance 
indicators comprises a key performance indicator measuring the user-perceived 
throughput history in a specified cell. However, Yokoyama teaches in an analogous art, 
the step of defining a set of appropriate key performance indicators comprises a key 
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performance indicator measuring the user-perceived throughput history in a specified 
cell (Paragraph [0128]). Therefore, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of invention to use step of defining a set of appropriate key performance 
indicators comprises a key performance indicator measuring the user-perceived 
throughput history in a specified cell in order to improve the TCP performance. 

Claims 24-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Daniel (US 2004/0033806) in view over Snyder et al. (hereinafter) (US 
2003/0134631) and Lau et al. (hereinafter Lau) (US 7466652). 

Regarding claim 24, Snyder teaches the step of calculating the performance 
indicators contains the steps of reading the next transaction record from the traffic and 
session database; calculating the quantity defined by the KPI for the particular 
transaction; adding the value to an aggregation counter, and increasing the counter 
calculating the number of eligible transactions for the KPI; returning to the beginning 
until all the transactions are processed; calculating the KPI value by dividing the value 
of the aggregation counter with count of the eligible transactions (Figure 4, Paragraphs 
[0039-0041]). 

The combinations of Daniel and Snyder did not teach specifically checking 
whether this transaction is of the type, which the KPI is about; checking whether the 
transaction happened in the cell specified for the KPI. However, Lau teaches in an 
analogous art a step of checking whether this transaction is of the type, which the KPI 
is about; checking whether the transaction happened in the cell specified for the KPI 
("traffic optimization procedures on a cell by cell basis"; Abstract; traffic call, col. 9, 
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lines 40-60). Therefore, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of invention to use a step of checking whether this transaction is of the type, which the 
KPI is about; checking whether the transaction happened in the cell specified for the 
KPI in order to fine-grained quality of service in a mobile service environment. 

Regarding claim 25, Lau teaches the method of claim 24, wherein the step of 
checking whether this transaction is of the type, which the KPI is about is carried out by 
using the flow type field of the transaction record (col. 9, lines 40-60) 

Regarding claim 26, Lau teaches the method of claim 24, wherein the step of 
checking whether the transaction happened in the cell specified for the KPI is carried 
out by using the Cell Id field of the transaction record (abstract). 

Regarding claim 27, Daniel teaches the method of claim 24, wherein the step of 
calculating the quantity defined by the KPI for the particular transaction uses the 
information elements of duration, timestamp of the first data packet, timestamp of the 
last data packet, packet count and loss count fields of the transaction record (Figure 
4B, P[0101]). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims have been considered but are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that combination of Snynder and Daniel fails to 
teach, "calculating the defined key performance indicators, wherein the step of 
calculating the key performance indicators is c"aried out by selecting a subset of the 
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user transactions from the session and traffic database and obtaining a quality of sevice 
measure of the individual transactions". 

Examiner respectfully disagrees. Daniel teaches the method of calculating the 
defined key performance indicators, wherein the step of calculating the key 
performance indicators is carried out by using the session and traffic database and 
obtaining a quality of service measure (QoS parameters from at least one flow, 
P[0014]; collects and aggregates QoS statistics over a long period of time, therefore, 
QoS statistics are base on traffic flow, are stored in a database, P[0047], database in 
P[ 0060]; further teaches managing individual flows on route to the subscriber, P[0056]) 

Snyder further teaches in an analogous art a method of calculating the 
performance indicators is carried out by selecting an appropriate subset of the 
transactions in the traffic database (abstract; "monitoring transactions ... are 
transmitted to a server where it may be analyzed", Paragraph [0039-0041]). 

The combination of Daniel and Snyder teaches the above claimed limitation. 
Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 31 is allowed. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MUTHUSWAMY G. MANOHARAN whose telephone 
number is (571)272-5515. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:00AM-2:30 PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eng George can be reached on 571-272-7495. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/George Eng/ /Muthuswamy G Manoharan/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2617 Examiner, Art Unit 2617 



